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Peacebuilding is often considered the work of high-level international actors, such as diplomats 
and human rights courts. But unlike these traditional top-down approaches to peacebuilding, 
strategic peacebuilding is both a bottom-up and a top-down approach that creates a space for 
addressing the multidimensional needs of communities in a state of violence or injustice. It seeks 
to understand local needs and interests, eradicate structural forms of violence, and build 
relationships among people in all roles and levels of society. Because community colleges often 
bring together local government, business, non-profit, religious, grassroot, and other 
organizations, they are already well-positioned as strategic peacebuilding sites. However, despite 
a growing body of evidence showing that the most effective and long-lasting form of 
peacebuilding is one that systematically includes and considers the needs and interests of women 
and girls, women’s interests remain underrepresented in all forms of peacebuilding. Furthermore, 
issues related to sexual orientation, gender identity, gender expression and sex characteristics 
(SOGIESC) have been underrepresented in peacebuilding efforts and research. This paper is 
therefore intended to serve as an introductory guide and resource for instructors and librarians to 
assist students in understanding, researching, and practicing gender inclusive strategic 
peacebuilding in community college settings. 
 
Introduction: 
Strategic peacebuilding is a relatively recent term for a set of practices aimed at building peace 
holistically and strategically at all levels of society. It developed from the research on violence, 
including structural violence, by Johan Galtung and the analysis and practice of multi-level 
peacebuilding by John Paul Lederach (Galtung 1976 and Lederach 1997). Practitioners of 
strategic peacebuilding find that the predominant liberal paradigm of education and politics 
traditionally focuses global peacebuilding on major, high-level actors such as the United Nations, 
international non-profit institutions, and research universities in the areas of international human 
rights, democratic governance, economic growth and development. Yet, despite the energy 
focused on this paradigm, the prospect of a just and sustained peace nonetheless has remained 
elusive. The view of strategic peacebuilding, while not discounting the work of these major 
actors and approaches, is that the scope of this liberal paradigm is far too narrow: “The building 
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of peace is far wider, deeper, and more encompassing and involves a far greater array of actors, 
activities, levels of societies, links between societies, and time horizons than the dominant 
thinking recognizes” (Philpott and Powers 2010, 4). In addition to the efforts of large-scale 
governmental and non-governmental organizations, a just and lasting peace requires the work of 
persons at all levels and sectors of society—including religious persons, local equity builders, 
grassroots community organizations, and many others who seek reparations and reconciliation 
for past violence and who work to restore relationships and prevent future violent responses to 
injustice.  
In particular, violence against women and LGBTQIA+ persons has remained unacceptably high 
throughout the world. In 1979, the United Nations passed the landmark human rights treaty, the 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), 
which is the only international human rights treaty specifically addressing the rights of women 
(UN 1979, 13). Yet, globally, violence against women has proven resistant to high-level efforts 
at eradication. In 2021, 736 million women around the world—nearly 1 in 3—have been subject 
to sexual violence (not including harassment) in their lifetime (WHO 2021). In addition, over 2 
billion LGBTQIA+ persons in 69 countries face not only discrimination across every sector, but 
also criminalization for same-sex relationships. A growing body of literature suggests that one of 
the reasons just peace has remained out of reach is that peacebuilding has underestimated the 
important role women’s and girls’ equity plays before, during, and after conflict and that 
prospects for peace are generally greatest in societies where women have the greatest level of 
empowerment (Gizelis 2009). It also seems likely that approaches to peace that specifically 
include LGBTQIA+ persons and interests within violent communities would, like approaches 
that include women, also be linked to the absence of conflict. Unfortunately, however, very little 
research exists on the role that equity for persons with non-binary sexual orientations, gender 
identities, gender experiences, and sexual characteristics (SOGIESC) plays in peacebuilding. It is 
my belief that community colleges should leverage their position as peacebuilding sites to help 
research and practice values, skills, analyses, and processes to prevent, reduce, and transform 
violent conflict against women and LGBTQIA+ persons, thereby building a just peace both 
locally and globally. After defining strategic peacebuilding, I will make a case for including 
gender inclusive strategic peacebuilding in curricula and practices in U.S. community colleges 
and provide a list of potential strategies and resources for such curricula.  
Defining Strategic Peacebuilding 
The University of Notre Dame’s Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies defines strategic 
peacebuilding as “a set of complementary practices aimed at transforming a society from a state 
of violence or deep injustice to one of greater just peace” (Kroc Institute 2021). While 
‘peacebuilding’ has proven to be a difficult term to define,1 one way we might conceptualize and 
 
1 The definition of peacebuilding is a subject of some debate among its practitioners, to the extent that the United States Institute 
of Peace (USIP) surveys its online students on their opinion of the best definition among several choices, and UN Peacebuilding 
points out on the first page of its Orientation Guide that the definition of peacebuilding is the subject of a “vigorous debate.” In 
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teach strategic peacebuilding is to break down the claims implied within its name. We might say 
that the term “strategic peacebuilding” is a compilation of three statements: 
1. It is STRATEGIC insofar as it is a set of practices aimed at achieving a goal. 
2. The long-term goal for which it aims is a just and sustainable PEACE. 
3. It BUILDS relationships and processes to support a just and sustainable peace. 
If we consider each of these statements in turn, we can construct a clear understanding of 
strategic peacebuilding and differentiate it from other forms of peacebuilding.  
1. Strategic peacebuilding is STRATEGIC insofar as it is a set of practices aimed at achieving 
a goal.  
These practices cover different disciplines, involve different actors, and use different approaches, 
but together they form a strategy with the following characteristics: 
• It begins with a ‘bottom-up’ approach. Strategic peacebuilding starts not at the 
highest levels of international diplomacy, but actually “begins with an assessment of 
local issues — the challenges and strengths of people and communities ‘on the 
ground’ in any given conflict setting — and connects them with national and 
international actors and institutions” (Kroc Institute 2021).  
• It addresses structural violence. Unlike forms of peacebuilding that address only 
direct violence committed by individual actors and groups with the intention of 
committing harm, “peacebuilding seeks to prevent, reduce, transform, and help 
people recover from violence in all forms, even structural violence that has not yet led 
to massive civil unrest” (Kroc Institute 2021). 
• It is a relational approach to peacebuilding. “Peacebuilding supports the development 
of relationships at all levels of society: between individuals and within families; 
communities; organization; businesses; governments; and cultural, religious, 
economic, and political institutions and movements. Relationships are a form of 
power or social capital. When people connect and form relationships, they are more 
likely to cooperate to constructively address conflict” (Schirch 2004, 9).. 
• It seeks interdisciplinary and multidimensional perspectives. Lisa Schirch argues that 
“Peace does not just happen… Strategic peacebuilding recognizes the complexity of 
the tasks required to build peace. Peacebuilding is strategic when resources, actors, 
and approaches are coordinated to accomplish multiple goals an address multiple 
issues for the long term” (Schirch 2004, 9). She further claims that peace studies 
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devotes itself to understanding the causes of violence and offers a variety of 
interdisciplinary approaches to building (or restoring) relationships in order to 
transform conflict into durable peace. 
• It creates a space for this interdisciplinary and multidimensional dialogue. According 
to Schirch, strategic peacebuilding provides, first and foremost, a space or nexus for 
building relationships and bringing peacebuilders together where no space currently 
exists. “The concept of ‘creating space’ for peacebuilding is a key strategic 
principle,” and the variety of approaches of different peacebuilders often has no space 
to intersect and communicate (Schirch 2004, 11). The community college, I believe, 
is particularly well-suited to be a nexus for strategic peacebuilding.  
2. The long-term goal for which it aims is a just and sustainable PEACE. 
Strategic peacebuilding conceptualizes peace in both negative and positive terms. Peace within 
strategic peacebuilding is ‘negative’ in the sense of preventing and reducing violence, including 
structural violence. It builds on the 1969 work of Johan Galtung, who identified a typology of 
violence and called for the study and promotion for both latent structural violence and manifest 
personal violence, as well as the trilevel nature of violence as individual, institutional, and 
structural-cultural in the manner introduced by Van Soest and Bryant in 1995.  
Peace within strategic peacebuilding is also ‘positive’ in the sense of supporting and fostering 
strong relationships and creating equitable structures that sustain human beings and their 
environments. It begins with the concept of peace as necessarily just from John Paul Lederach 
and focuses on the values, skills, analyses, and processes for proactively constructing 
relationships among all levels of society. When relationships are strong and communication 
effective, the escalation to violence is mitigated. 
It is important to differentiate peacebuilding from both “pacifism” and “just war theory” as they 
are commonly taught in philosophy curricula. Pacifism, broadly speaking, is a commitment to 
making peace. It can be an absolute pacifism that rejects all forms of violence without exception, 
often as a form of religious commandment, or it can be a contingent or relative pacifism that 
accepts violence under certain circumstances. Philosopher Bertrand Russell, for example, 
considered himself a ‘relative’ pacifist, accepting the necessity of the war against Nazi Germany 
(Russell 1943). There are many other philosophical distinctions within pacifism, but ‘pacifism’ is 
most often associated with absolute pacifism and considered ‘negative’ insofar as it is a reaction 
to violence.  
Just war theory is a rational approach to the ethics of peace and war focused on finding the 
rational conditions under which war is morally acceptable. Classic or traditional just war 
theorists, such as Michael Walzer, argue that war is only considered just in cases of national self-
defense, the defense of other nations, or—in some cases—atrocities against other humans 
(Walzer 1977).  
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Strategic peacebuilding is allied with relational approaches to ethics insofar as it considers 
building and strengthening relationships as a means of preventing conflict, transforming conflict, 
and building sustainable and just structures after conflict. Like other relational approaches—such 
as Ubuntu philosophy and care ethics (especially the practical form of care ethics developed by 
Joan Tronto)—strategic peacebuilding values the need for listening and attending to the 
underlying needs of all parties. And, like these approaches, it is a practice as well as a theory. 
3. Strategic peacebuilding BUILDS relationships and processes to support a just and 
sustainable peace. 
The connecting space that strategic peacebuilding offers, Schirch argues, is informed by an 
understanding of its value and ethics, its status as a place to learn and practice skills for building 
and healing relationships, critical tools for analyzing complex conflicts, and processes for 
constructing just and lasting peace.  
Values  
Shirch notes that the strategic peacebuilding movement values meeting human needs and 
protecting human rights, including material, social, and cultural needs and rights (Schirch 2004, 
13-14). In doing so, it requires an ethic of interdependence, partnership, and limiting violence 
(Schirch 2004, 15). In this sense, it considers both formal and substantive rights to be of central 
importance to any definition of justice and is allied with multidimensional approaches such as 
the capabilities approaches of philosophers Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum. As Nussbaum 
writes,  
The Capability Approach, as I have developed it, is a species of a human rights approach. 
It makes clear, however, that the pertinent goal is to make people able to function in a 
variety of areas of central importance. … [I] have attempted to defend the use, for political 
purposes, and as a basis for constitutional thought, of a list of ten “Central Human 
Capabilities,” including Life, Bodily Health, Bodily Integrity, the Development and 
Expression of Senses, Imagination and Thought, Emotional Health, Practical Reason, 
Affiliation (both personal and political), Relationships with Other Species and the World 
of Nature, Play, and Control over One’s Environment (both material and social). 
(Nussbaum 2007, 21) 
Skills 
Strategic peacebuilding, Schirch notes, is a practice that trains all levels of actors in society in 
relational skills. Peace is not only built by the highest level of national diplomacy, but also by 
individual members of local communities who develop skills such as the following (Schirch 
2004, 18-20): 
• Self-reflection 
• Active listening 
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• Diplomatic and assertive speaking 
• Appreciative inquiry 





In addition to building skills, Schirch explains that strategic peacebuilding also seeks to analyze 
the complexity of conflicts by understanding the local context, uncovering the justifications for 
violence, and critically examining forms of structural violence—such as systemic racism and 
sexism—that can often lead to secondary violence like civil war and domestic abuse (Schirch 21-
24). 
Processes 
Finally, strategic peacebuilding maps a set of processes to transform conflict into just peace. The 
processes fall into four categories, according to Schirch: 
1. Waging conflict non-violently by means such as creating non-violent forms of power that 
expose the opponent’s violence (as with nonviolent martial arts), monitoring and 
advocating for human rights, protesting and persuading the public for peaceful elections, 
and engaging in non-cooperation such as strikes and civil disobedience (Schirch 2004, 
28-34). 
2. Reducing direct violence through safe houses, providing legal and humanitarian aid, and 
providing peacekeeping forces (Schirch 2004, 35-44). 
3. Transforming relationships by means such as trauma healing, restorative justice, 
transitional justice, conflict transformation and mediation, policy formation, and ritual 
(Schirch 2004, 45-55). 
4. Building long term capacity by means such as education, research, and military 
conversion (Schirch 2004, 56-62).  
 
The Need for Gender Inclusivity in Strategic Peacebuilding 
In 1979, the United Nations passed the landmark Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), the only international human rights treaty 
specifically addressing the rights of women. To date, the United States is the only UN country to 
have signed, but not ratified, the CEDAW treaty: President Jimmy Carter signed the document in 
1980, but the U.S. Senate has not ratified the document. In 2000, the UN Security Council 
passed Resolution 1325 (UN 2000), “the first official document that requested the protection of 
women during and after conflict in particular from sexual and gender-based violence, supported 
their participation in peace negotiations, and recommended the mainstreaming of policies to 
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promote the interests of women” (Gizelis 2018). Women’s rights were valued and litigated at 
higher levels of peacebuilding, yet the systematic study of gender, conflict, and peace did not 
become a mainstream topic in peace and security discussions and negotiations until it became 
evident that women’s empowerment benefited peacebuilding.  
Studies proved that equity was not only a value to aspire to, but that it was also a critical strategy 
for transforming violence. In 2005, Caprioli and Melander published studies which showed that 
societies with “gender equality,” defined as the provision of equal opportunities and access to 
resources for men and women, had reduced cases of internal and external conflict (Caprioli 2000, 
2005 and Melander 2005). Gizelis’ research of 2009 showed that “the prospects for successful 
post-conflict peace-building under the auspices of the United Nations (UN) are generally better 
in societies where women have greater levels of empowerment” (Gizelis 2009). In fact, the way 
a society treats its women is a stronger indicator of its peace and stability than are its wealth, 
democratic, or ethno-religious factors (Hudson 2012). Further, Robert Nagel recently found that 
among “all civil conflict dyads between 1975 and 2014… countries that marginalize women's 
participation in public life are significantly less likely to engage in negotiations” (Nagel 2021, 
433). This research suggests that all peacebuilding strategies, including strategic peacebuilding, 
should target women’s equity and participation in the peacebuilding process to avoid missing 
one of the most salient components in the peacebuilding process.  
While evidence supports the strengthening of women’s equity in peacebuilding efforts, there has 
been disagreement on the best way to achieve these goals. In 2008, the UN passed Security 
Resolution 1820, which recognized sexual violence as a specific tactic in war, required the 
agency to monitor it, and called for relevant actors to end and prevent the practice. The United 
Nations called for “National Action Plans” (NAPs), which were considered more localized and 
promising roadmaps for achieving gender equality than international law alone. These NAPs 
were considered integral means of meeting the mandates of the CEDAW for eliminating 
violence against women: 
Strategic, long-term programmes of activity—addressing the underlying causes of 
violence against women and strengthening the systems that respond to it—are a feature of 
recent policy in this field, as opposed to the more reactive approach of earlier work. 
National Action Plans are essential to this effort, providing comprehensive, multisectoral 
and sustained blueprints for ending violence against women. (UN Women 2012)  
Yet, as Moira Lynch notes, these high-level or top-down applications of human rights, including 
the National Actions Plans, have been ineffective at achieving meaningful and sustainable peace 
for women (Lynch 2019, 83). In fact, as of 2021, 736 million women—nearly 1 in 3—have been 
subject to sexual violence (not including harassment) in their lifetime (WHO 2021).  
One reason that peacebuilding has failed to prevent and transform gender inequalities might be 
that the high-level treaties such as the CEDAW have unwittingly participated in the very 
structural violence they seek to eradicate. These treaties have been criticized for essentializing 
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‘women’ and ‘men,’ equating ‘gender’ with ‘women,’ and ignoring LGBTQIA+ needs and 
interests. The CEDAW has been criticized for being especially complicit in maintaining binary 
gender categories that subjugate non-binary persons as well as women themselves. Darren 
Rosenblum points out that while many international law programs (such as those found at 
Harvard, Columbia, and Yale) have embraced an inclusive program for gender rights, the 
CEDAW nonetheless remains the preeminent treaty on gender inequality—despite its 
commitment exclusively to women’s rights (Rosenblum 2011, 104). Rosenblum argues that such 
a commitment reinforces the binary categories at the root of both women’s and non-binary 
persons’ inequalities: 
 
Focusing only on ‘improving women's lives’ serves to reinforce the very binary that must 
be dismantled to achieve change. This does not mean that women's lives do not merit 
improving—my problem is with the central and exclusive framing of the issue in this 
light. ‘Women's lives’ cannot be improved until being a ‘woman’ or a ‘man,’ or for that 
matter one of the many other sexes that exist, means less in terms of social, legal and 
political standing. (Rosenblum 2011, 104) 
 
Rather than promoting the efforts of the CEDAW to achieve women’s equality and build peace, 
these efforts are hindered by the essentializing language of the documents themselves. 
Rosenblum instead recommendsadopting and adhering to the Yogyakarta Principles, a human 
rights document outlining international human rights law in relation to sexual orientation and 
gender identity.  
The Yogyakarta Principles were established by a distinguished group of human rights scholars in 
2006 in Yogyakarta, India. As the authors note, 
Since the Yogyakarta Principles were adopted in 2006, they have developed into an 
authoritative statement of the human rights of persons of ‘diverse sexual orientations and 
gender identities.’ The period since then, has seen significant developments both in the 
field of international human rights law and in the understanding of violations affecting 
persons of ‘diverse sexual orientations and gender identities,’ as well as a recognition of 
the often-distinct violations affecting persons on grounds of ‘gender expression’ and ‘sex 
characteristics.’ (Yogyakarta Principles 2006) 2  
Another reason the CEDAW and UNSCR Resolutions 1325 and 1820 have been ineffective is 
that they remain relatively unenforceable despite the attention focused on high-level human 
 
2 Its authors request the following be included in reference to the document: “The Yogyakarta Principles address a broad range of 
international human rights standards and their application to SOGI issues. On 10 Nov. 2017 a panel of experts published additional 
principles expanding on the original document reflecting developments in international human rights law and practice since the 
2006 Principles, The Yogyakarta Principles plus 10. The new document also contains 111 ‘additional state obligations’, related to 
areas such as torture, asylum, privacy, health and the protection of human rights defenders. The full text of the Yogyakarta 




rights diplomacy, human rights courts, and legal scholarship. The responsibility for progress in 
gender equity in these top-down models is left to the state through their National Action Plans. 
However, fewer than half of the UN member nations have adopted NAPs and, like the CEDAW 
itself, there is little incentive to adopt such a plan and report on its progress. Compared to top-
down approaches (including both international and national), more localized approaches—such 
as those supported by strategic peacebuilding—are proving to be effective. The Universal 
Periodic Review of the United Nations reviewed SOGIESC issues in 2016 and noted that there is 
a “discrepancy between the growing consensus among courts and human rights mechanisms for 
a SOGIESC approach to human rights on the one hand and the slow international political 
progress towards the protection of LGBTI persons on the other” (ARC International 2016). Their 
recommendation includes addressing structural inequalities that could prevent human rights 
violations from arising, as well as developing more localized approaches and coalitions to 
address LGBTQIA+ human rights. In fact, the UPR notes that in recent years, “international 
LGBTI organisations have changed their engagement strategy and have reallocated resources to 
better support the work of local human rights defenders” (ARC International 2016, 100).  
 
Lynch points out that local organizations, such as the Global Network of Women Peacebuilders 
(GNWP), have been much more successful. Their localization programs are viewed “as an 
essential means to support the decentralization of power in countries that are pursuing the 
objectives of [USCR] 1325 and 1820 with or without a NAP. Bringing a national government 
closer to the grassroots context is seen to encourage participation from local populations in 
decisions that directly impact their lives” (Lynch 2019, 87). One program in particular, the 
Colombia localization program (Bouvier 2016), is upheld as a model of successful peacebuilding 
insofar as it (1) fosters dialogue about human rights at the local level where enforcement is 
stronger than with top-down human rights policies; and (2) it enlists local authorities and 
women’s rights activities in drafting a municipal-level action plan, as well as actions plans for 
sectors that serve LGBTQ citizens and that address indigenous rights (Lynch 2019, 88). 
 
Moving forward, Gizelis identified four areas of research that remain inadequately addressed, 
based on her 2018 meta-analysis of research in gender, peace, and security. I have expanded 
upon her list with suggestions for more gender-inclusive analyses:  
(1) We need a greater understanding of the causal mechanisms among gender equality and peace 
processes (Gizelis 2018). There is strong evidence that equality for women results in more 
successful peace processes before, during, and after conflict. There is still a need, however, to 
understand how and why women’s equality is associated with more effective and lasting 
peacebuilding, and these causal mechanisms need to be communicated effectively in the contexts 
where they can result in the greatest change. 
(2) We need larger data sets on gender and peace (Gizelis 2018). In addition to the data sets on 
women’s equality and peace that Gizelis identifies, we also need to include research on 
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SOGIESC issues and LGBTQIA+ equality and inclusion in the peace processes, and we should 
further explore the causal mechanisms among these gender dynamics and peace processes.  
(3) We need to come to a consensus on key concepts such as the definition of peace (Gizelis 
2018). The use of vague and varied definitions by key institutions can lead to a confusion of aims 
and objectives. Strategic peacebuilding conceptualizes peace as positive and structural, rather 
than merely negative and direct. This is integral to defining just peace, since the mere absence of 
direct violence often obfuscates the structures that prevent marginalized members of society, 
such as LGBTQIA+ members, from reaching their potential.  
(4) We must avoid oversimplifying the relationship between gender and peace (Gizelis 2018). To 
extend Gizelis’ claim, it is important to consider that peacebuilding treaties, policies, and 
research on gender is often criticized for essentializing women and men and for overlooking 
and/or reducing the gendered dimensions of violence for LGBTQIA+ persons. The CEDAW 
refers exclusively to women, while UNSCR 1325 and 1820 seem to equate ‘gender’ with 
‘women’ and make no mention of masculinity, femininity, or LGBTQIA+ persons despite their 
extensive subjection to sex-based violence and criminalization (Hagen 2016). In addition, the 
intersection of race and ethnicity with gender is often ignored or misunderstood. Davis Abiosseh, 
on behalf of Interpeace, argues that conflict dynamics are inherently gendered, and that 
vulnerabilities and resiliencies in conflict differ according to intersecting forms of identity and 
gender norms. For example, while evidence overwhelmingly shows that women’s equality 
improves peacebuilding results in most cases, there are nonetheless cases where women’s 
empowerment escalates conflict and must be analyzed and addressed with attention to the local 
context (Abiosseh 2020). The same author’s 2017 research on gender and youth violence in Cote 
d’Ivoire and Mali, I walk with the boys, illustrated the complexity of gender dynamics and points 
to the deeply entrenched nature of gender roles, finding in this region that “the increased 
economic empowerment of women is an emerging driver of conflict, particularly as it shifts 
traditional gender roles” (Abiosseh 2020, 16). They argue that peacebuilding should adopt 
gender inclusivity in localized ways as an active and targeted form of peacebuilding that consists 
of the following (supported by the World Health Organization): analyzing gender norms, roles 
and relations as well as resilience capacities; developing and implementing strategies to address 
the specific vulnerabilities; adopting strategies that seek to address sources of exclusion and 
marginalization; and deliberately creating opportunities for meaningful participation, changes in 
power dynamics and influence on decision-making. 
In other words, peacebuilding should include multi-level, localized perspectives on gender 
relationships from a wide variety of community members. It should intentionally seek the 
participation of marginalized members of women, youth, LGBTQIA+ and indigenous 
communities in the peacebuilding process. This inclusive participation should then be the 
precursor of meaningful value-setting, analyses, skill-building, and process development to build 
a just and sustainable peace.  
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The Case for Teaching and Practicing Strategic Peacebuilding in the Community College  
Community colleges are well-positioned in their communities to build bridges among 
governmental, non-profit, corporate, small business, and grassroots community organizations. 
Many community college educators, staff, and administrators are already working to reduce 
SOGIESC, racial, and other intersectional inequities, especially in areas such as education and 
job industries. A curriculum designed to inform and inspire students, instructors, administrators, 
and librarians more intentionally toward the work of peacebuilding in strategic and gender 
equitable and inclusive ways could leverage the unique position of community colleges to create 
highly effective spaces for sustained, gender-inclusive peacebuilding. Community colleges can 
serve as bridges connecting various actors to address issues of equity for women and for 
marginalized members of LGBTQIA+ communities, which, as noted, is likely to have an 
enormous effect on peacebuilding at all levels, both locally and globally. As Victor Madrigal-
Borloz recommended in the UN’s independent report to address dire global problems with equity 
and inclusion of the LGBT community: “States should nurture the creation and functioning of 
partnerships with and between non-State actors, including civil society organizations operating in 
every sector, businesses and associations and entities working in every field of society, 
including—but not limited to—sport, culture and social and community service” (Madrigal-
Borloz 2021, 24). 
In the following section, I will outline a few ways that community colleges can participate in 
gender inclusive strategic peacebuilding efforts in the four areas Lisa Schirch discusses—
reflecting on values, developing skills, analyzing complex dynamics, and building processes and 
capacities to sustain peace. 
Values 
The values of strategic peacebuilding can be considered, taught, and revised in a community 
college setting. These values, according to Schirch, include human needs and human rights, 
interdependence, partnership, and limiting violence (Schirch 2004, 13-17). A few examples of 
ways to develop gender inclusive values for peacebuilding in the community college are as 
follows: 
• Courses can emphasize localized examples that highlight intersectional interests and 
needs, rather than relying merely on general or universal positions and theories.  
• Courses can include readings and discussions of structural violence, such as Johan 
Galtung’s tri-fold theory of violence as direct, structural, and cultural, as well as his 
conception of peace as both negative and positive.  
• In ethics courses and course units, instructors can emphasize not only traditional 
deontological, utilitarian, and western virtue ethics, but also relational ethical approaches 
such as care ethics, traditional African Ubuntu ethics, and Ojibwe ethics. 
• Courses can introduce students not only to formal or constitutional human rights that 
societies extend to the people within their sphere of influence, but also to the substantive 
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material, social, and cultural functionings that humans should be capable of achieving. 
For example, readings could include William Glasser’s choice theory of basic human 
needs and/or capabilities-based approaches such as those of Amartya Sen and Martha 
Nussbaum.  
• Rather than teaching only the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, instructors could 
include the CEDAW and the more gender-inclusive Yogyakarta Principles. 
Skills 
The skills of a gender inclusive strategic peacebuilding within a community college curriculum 
can be incorporated into classes, professional development, and community programs in many 
ways, including workshops on the following topics: 
• Conflict transformation 
• Active listening techniques 
• Trauma healing and trauma-informed teaching 
• Role-playing games 
• Equity-minded instruction 
• Restorative justice 
• Glenn E. Singleton’s Courageous Conversations on Race (2015) 
• Gender-bias in teaching  
• Critical performance ethnography 
• Autoethnography 
Note that while ‘training’ in these areas can be useful, interactive workshops, internships, and 
other ‘hands-on’ approaches often allow participants to practice and embody the training more 
effectively than through passive learning alone.  
Colleges could also offer a major or certificate in Peace Studies with a curriculum that includes a 
robust set of skills development tools and workshops, and internships, including gender 
inclusivity.  
Analyses 
Appreciative and critical forms of inquiry can be accomplished very successfully in a community 
college setting when faculty are provided the space and opportunity to design curricula that 
inspire and train students in analytical peacebuilding tools. I believe college faculty are already 
trained in such analytic skills and need only the inspiration, opportunity, and space to develop 
creative means of teaching them to students. Because of the interdisciplinary nature of strategic 
peacebuilding, creating gathering spaces and opportunities for faculty to engage in these creative 
opportunities regularly is vital. However, community college campuses are often geographically 
sprawling commuter campuses, so finding an interdisciplinary space to do this work on an 
ongoing basis can be difficult. The following are a few examples of ways community colleges 
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have empowered faculty to build the capacity to work in areas sympathetic to gender inclusive 
strategic peacebuilding: 
• Faculty Learning Communities (FLCs) are faculty-driven research communities that 
inspire faculty to engage in current, interdisciplinary research in their chosen fields, and 
then to collaborate on ways to bring their passion to the classroom. A select group of 
faculty gathers, often monthly, over the course of an academic year to hear presentations 
on current topics in a focused area, participate in discussions, reflect on the material, and 
collaborate on and support one another in curricular projects that they share with the 
group and their broader institution. One example of the way FLCs can energize and 
engage faculty in developing gender-inclusive pedagogy is that of my own campus, 
Austin Community College. ACC offers faculty the opportunity to participate in a Global 
Citizenship FLC as well as a Global Gender FLC, and—in the absence of gender and/or 
women’s studies programming—this FLC has served as a social and professional magnet 
for faculty interested in gender studies, as well as an incubator for gender-inclusive 
curriculum development for courses across the campus.3  
• Faculty Interest Groups (FIGs) are another way faculty from various departments and 
campuses can join forces to focus attention on a topic of interest, such as gender and 
women’s studies. FIGs are often less-structured faculty groups who meet to share ideas 
on a topic of pedagogical benefit to the college. Colleges can support participation in 
both FLCs and FIGs by offering stipend for attendees. 
• Library Research Guides can be created for any course to help guide faculty and students 
to the resources needed for gender inclusivity at the local and global level. If possible, 
schools may consider purchasing databases that encourage gender inclusive peace 
research, such as the following resources:  
• Gender Watch  
• Women’s Studies International 
• Women Make Movies 
• Peace Research Abstracts 
• Faculty might also contact their local Fulbright Scholar network, which often has 
outreach lecture funds, to find potential speakers on international topics. They can also 
seek the resources of their campus’ own international scholars. 
Processes 
The processes of strategic peacebuilding, as its proponents Lisa Schirch and John Paul Ledarach 
contend, can be just as strategic and coordinated as war preparation. Community colleges can 
leverage their position in the community as sites of peacebuilding by establishing long-term 
processes for conflict transformation and gender inclusive peacebuilding. A community-focused 
 
3 ACC’s International Programs Department partnered with the University of Texas’ Hemispheres Project and ACC’s faculty-led 
Teaching and Learning Excellence Division to bring researchers with an expertise in global citizenship and global gender and 
women’s studies to speak to groups of 12 faculty in our two FLCs. 
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Center for Peace and Justice can provide institutional support for the college to be such a site. 
Austin Community College, for example, offers an Interdisciplinary Studies major with a focus 
on Peace and Conflict Studies, as well as a community-focused Peace and Conflict Studies 
Center. This program trains students not only in the study of peacebuilding, but also in the skills 
required of peacebuilders, and it serves as a community hub for strategic peacebuilding: 
“Through avenues of academic study, professional development training, community events, 
service learning, and travel abroad opportunities, the Peace & Conflict Studies Center maintains 
its commitment to establishing frameworks for nonviolent conflict transformation at the 
intrapersonal, interpersonal, local, national, and international levels.”4  
When community colleges become sites for peacebuilding, they can do so in ways that are 
gender inclusive:  
• Colleges can wage conflict non-violently by practicing civil engagement and monitoring 
human rights, including women’s rights and LGBTQIA+ rights, through service-learning 
and internships with local non-profit and grassroots partners. 
• Colleges can reduce direct violence by providing service-learning opportunities with safe 
houses, legal and humanitarian aid organizations, prisons, and other community partners. 
• Colleges can transform relationships by offering community workshops on trauma 
healing, racial and gender equity, restorative justice, conflict transformation and 
mediation, especially equity-focused mediation. They can offer internships with 
organizations that form equitable policies.  
• Colleges can provide opportunities for ritual healing, such as participation in diverse 
religious rituals, inclusive dance performances, and autoethnographic opportunities. 
In each of these areas, a localized approach to the values, analysis, skill-building, and processes 
of peacebuilding in the community college can enable students, faculty, staff, and local partners 
to participate effectively in peacebuilding.  
Conclusion 
Strategic peacebuilding is a localized approach to peacebuilding that focuses on creating a space 
for dialogue among actors and community participants at all levels, accepts and works to 
eradicate structural violence as well as direct violence, and emphasizes building relationships. 
The community college is well-positioned to serve as a space to develop the values, skills, 
analyses, and processes of strategic peacebuilding. However, as I have argued, such development 
should directly and intentionally include work on issues relating to women and LGBTQIA+ 
persons. Such gender-inclusive strategic peacebuilding is not only just in the ways envisioned by 
the highest-level human rights documents and courts, but it also promises to be highly effective 
in preventing violence, transforming conflict, and sustaining community relationships for all 
members of a society.  
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